
RESEARCH PAPER

Youth preferences for cigar brands: rates of use and
characteristics of users
S Soldz, D J Huyser, E Dorsey
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tobacco Control 2003;12:155–160

Objective: Youth use of cigars has increased in the USA. Understanding brand preference among
youth could help explain the attraction to cigars, and develop prevention strategies. This study reports
on youth characteristics associated with preferences for cigar brands.
Design: Data are presented on 5006 students in grades 7–12 (ages 12–18 years) in classrooms
administered the cigar use reasons evaluation (CURE), a questionnaire assessing alternative tobacco
use (cigars, bidis, and kreteks).
Setting: Twelve middle and high schools across Massachusetts.
Main outcome measures: Preferred brands of cigars.
Results: Cigar smoking was reported by 16.4% of the sample. The brands preferred by over 5% of
cigar users were Phillies (overall prevalence: 31.0%, 95% confidence interval (CI) 27.9% to 34.3%),
Black & Mild (12.3%, 95% CI 9.8% to 15.4%), Garcia y Vega (11.4%, 95% CI 9.3% to 13.8%),
Swisher Sweets (9.6%, 95% CI 7.6% to 12.2%), Backwoods (6.1%, 95% CI 4.6% to 8.1%), and non-
listed brands (16.4%, 95% CI 14.0% to 19.0%). Male cigar smokers were significantly more likely
than females to prefer five brands: Backwoods, Dutch Masters, Garcia y Vega, Phillies, and Swisher
Sweets, while females were more likely to prefer Black & Mild and non-listed brands. Brand preferences
were also distinguished by self, friends’ and siblings’ tobacco use, race/ethnicity, parents’ education
and cigar use, GPA (grade point average), college plans, and community type. Urban students were
more likely to prefer Black & Mild; students whose parents smoke cigars preferred non-listed brands.
Conclusions: Youth prefer certain brands, most notably Phillies. Particular brands are preferred by
particular youth subgroups, raising the possibility of selective marketing toward these groups.

As cigar use in the USA rose in the 1990s after a 20 year
decline, demonstrating a 47.3% increase in the number
of cigars consumed from 1993 to 1997,1 public health

professionals become aware of cigar use by youth.2 3 For
example, the 1999 National Youth Tobacco Survey reported
lifetime rates of cigar use of 18.9% among middle school stu-
dents and 41.6% among high school students; current (past
month) cigar prevalence rates were 6.1% for middle school
students and 15.3% for high school students,4 while rates of
current cigar use reported in New Jersey were even higher.3 In
some states, including Massachusetts, youth cigar smoking
rates have declined in recent years,5 though national trends
are less clear.6–9 These high rates of youth cigar use are of con-
cern, both because cigar smoking poses serious health risks
(for example, increased rates of oral, laryngeal, oesophageal,
lung, and bladder cancers10–13 as well as heart and pulmonary
diseases14 15) and because cigar use may constitute a distinct
pathway for exposure to nicotine among some youths with the
potential for addiction.

Since youth cigar use has recently come to attention, little is
known about who is smoking cigars and what brands they are
choosing. In a focus group study of youth cigar use, the Office
of the Inspector General of the US Department of Health and
Human Services16 reported that brands mentioned by their
respondents as being popular among youth included Swisher
Sweets, Black & Mild, and Phillies Blunts. Data on cigar brand
preference among youth serves three purposes. First, it can be
of help in understanding the attractions of cigars to youth in
general and to particular subgroups of youth in particular.
Second, these data can be of benefit in developing targeted
prevention strategies to discourage and reduce youth cigar
use. Finally, data on brand preference raise the possibility that
certain companies may be deliberately targeting subgroups of
youth, despite the fact that youth use of cigars is illegal. Thus,

data that youth in general, or certain subgroups of youth in

particular, prefer certain brands suggests that researchers and

tobacco control policy makers should take a close look at the

marketing strategies of the companies manufacturing and

promoting those brands, to determine whether these compa-

nies are deliberately targeting youth.

Most of the knowledge available on cigar marketing

strategies suggests that cigars are being promoted as an aspect

of a successful lifestyle, through articles in the popular press

and cigar specific magazines,17–19 rather than through promo-

tions of individual brands. Identification of particular brands

preferred by youth, especially if these brands differ from those

used by the population at large, may suggest the possibility of

brand specific marketing strategies aimed at youth. While

brand preference cannot prove the existence of such market-

ing strategies, it can suggest which brands ought to be exam-

ined.

The current paper is part of the cigar use reasons evaluation

(CURE) study, a school based survey of youth use of alterna-

tive tobacco products—cigars, bidis, and kreteks (clove

cigarettes). This paper presents quantitative data on youth

preference for different cigar brands and characteristics of

youth cigar smokers who prefer particular brands. The CURE

contains items assessing respondent preference for many

common cigar brands, including most brands mentioned in

focus groups as being used by youth, and those observed fre-

quently in pharmacies and tobacco shops. Presented here are

rates of use among cigar smokers for each brand and univari-

ate and multivariate examinations of the relations of these

rates to characteristics of users, including demographics,

school functioning, current use of cigarettes and blunts, and

smoking of cigars and cigarettes by parents, siblings, and

friends.
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METHODS
Participants
The CURE was administered to 5297 students in grades 6–12

(ages 11–18 years) in 12 schools across Massachusetts. These

schools included 11 public schools and one urban parochial

school. The schools were a convenience sample of those

willing to participate in exchange for receiving feedback on

the prevalence of tobacco and other substance use in their

school. While a random sample would have been desirable,

limited resources precluded obtaining such a sample. None-

theless, the schools were broadly distributed across the state in

terms of geography, type of community, and scores on the

Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System standard-

ised achievement tests.

Because only four of 281 students in grade 6 reported life-

time cigar use, the sixth graders were not included in further

analyses. A further 10 students did not respond to the cigar

brand questions, thus leaving 5006 respondents. Of the

remaining students, 819 (16.4%) did not endorse the option “I

never smoke cigars or cigarillos” for the question on cigar

brands and were classified as cigar smokers. Brand prefer-

ences are reported for these 819 students. This group was

71.6% male, 77.0% high school, 83.6% white, 2.0% black, 6.7%

Hispanic, 2.6% Asian/Pacific Islander, 5.2% other race/

ethnicity. These rates can be compared with the school year

2000 statewide public school race/ethnicity breakdown of

76.7% white, 8.6% black, 10.2% Hispanic, 4.3% Asian/Pacific

Islander, and 0.3% other; the CURE sample was thus more

white and less black and Hispanic than was true state wide.

The grade distribution was weighted towards grades 8 (23.2%

v 18.2% statewide in 1999) and 9 (23.5% v 18.5% state wide),

with an under representation of both seventh (16.4% v 18.2%)

and 12th graders (8.1% v to 13.7%).

CURE survey
From the CURE survey we used items on cigar brand

preference with the stem: “If you smoke cigars, cigarillos, or

little cigars, what brand do you usually smoke (NOT as a

blunt)”. Based on pilot data, multiple responses were allowed.

Among cigar smokers, 9.2% reported preferences for multiple

brands.

Brands listed were: Backwoods, Black Dutchess, Black &
Mild, Dannemann, Dutch Masters, Garcia y Vega, King

Edward, Parodi, Phillies, Prince Albert, Robert Burns, Swisher

Sweets, White Owl, and other (referred to here as non-listed

brands). These brands were selected based on visits to

pharmacies and tobacco shops, complemented by youth focus

groups and pilot survey administrations. It should be kept in

mind that many of these brands include a number of separate

products, often covering several distinct types of cigars—for

example, blunts, cigarillos, sweets, etc. For example, Swisher

Sweets markets at least five distinct types of cigars: Slims,

Natural, Cigarillos, Blunts, and Little Cigars.

One methodological complexity of research on youth cigar

use is that many youths are using cigars to smoke marijuana.

Blunts, as cigars used this way are called, are formed by

hollowing out the cigar and filling it with marijuana. One

result of the practice of blunting is that, in prior surveys, it has

been impossible to tell whether youth self reports of cigar use

were actually referring to use of cigars as a tobacco product or

of blunts as a drug delivery device.16 The CURE study made

extensive efforts to try to distinguish cigar use from the use of

Table 1 Rates of expressed preference for cigar brands (cigar users only)

Cigar brands

Total

Sex School level

Male Female Middle High

% (95% CI)
(n=819)

% (95% CI)
(n=586)

% (95% CI)
(n=233)

% (95% CI)
(n=188)

% (95% CI)
(n=631)

Backwoods 6.1 7.3 3.0* 8.5 5.4
(4.6 to 8.1) (5.4 to 9.9) (1.3 to 6.7) (5.3 to 13.5) (3.8 to 7.6)

Black Dutchess 2.0 1.5 3.0 3.2 1.6
(1.2 to 3.2) (0.8 to 2.9) (1.3 to 6.7) (1.5 to 6.8) (0.9 to 2.9)

Black & Mild 12.3 10.8 16.3* 20.2 10.0**
(9.8 to 15.4) (8.3 to 13.9) (11.5 to 22.6) (14.0 to 28.3) (7.4 to 13.3)

Dannemann 0.7 0.7 0.9 1.6 0.5
(0.3 to 1.6) (0.3 to 1.8) (0.2 to 3.4) (0.5 to 4.7) (0.2 to 1.5)

Dutch Masters 3.7 4.6 1.3* 4.8 3.3
(2.6 to 5.1) (3.2 to 6.6) (0.4 to 3.9) (2.6 to 8.5) (2.2 to 5.0)

Garcia y Vega 11.4 13.0 7.3* 6.9 12.7*
(9.3 to 13.8) (10.3 to 16.1) (4.6 to 11.5) (3.9 to 12.0) (10.2 to 15.7)

King Edward 2.6 2.7 2.1 2.7 2.5
(1.6 to 4.0) (1.7 to 4.5) (0.9 to 5.1) (1.1 to 6.2) (1.5 to 4.2)

Parodi 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.8
(0.3 to 1.8) (0.3 to 1.8) (0.2 to 3.4) (0.1 to 3.8) (0.3 to 2.2)

Phillies 31.0 34.5 22.3** 27.7 32.0
(27.9 to 34.3) (30.4 to 38.8) (17.4 to 28.2) (21.7 to 34.6) (28.4 to 35.8)

Prince Albert 2.2 1.9 3.0 0.0 2.9*
(1.4 to 3.4) (1.1 to 3.3) (1.5 to 6.1) – (1.9 to 4.3)

Robert Burns 0.5 0.5 0.4 1.1 0.3
(0.2 to 1.3) (0.2 to 1.6) (0.1 to 3.0) (0.3 to 4.1) (0.1 to 1.3)

Swisher Sweets 9.6 11.9 3.9** 5.3 10.9*
(7.6 to 12.2) (9.4 to 15.1) (1.9 to 7.7) (2.8 to 9.8) (8.4 to 14.0)

White Owl 3.7 3.6 3.9 4.8 3.3
(2.6 to 5.2) (2.3 to 5.5) (2.0 to 7.2) (2.5 to 8.9) (2.2 to 5.0)

Non-listed 16.4 14.7 20.6* 11.2 17.9*
(14.0 to 19.0) (12.1 to 17.6) (15.5 to 26.8) (7.6 to 16.1) (15.2 to 21.0)

*p<0.05; **p<0.01.
Respondents were allowed to endorse preference for multiple brands.
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cigars as a marijuana delivery device (blunt use). For example,

the term “blunts” was defined for respondents as “cigars filled

with marijuana (grass, pot weed, reefer)”, and respondents

were asked about marijuana and blunt use, including the

brands of cigars used for making blunts, before being asked

about cigar use. Further, the CURE included explicit instruc-

tions in every cigar question emphasising that the question

did not refer to the use of cigars as blunts. It should be clari-

fied that the term “blunt” is also a term used for certain cigar

products—for example, Phillies Blunts; focus groups and

careful examination of completed surveys suggested that

respondents were able to distinguish between these two uses

of the term.

Other variables from the CURE used in the current analyses

include sex, race/ethnicity (coded as white/non-white because

of the extremely small cell sizes when the non-white category

was further subdivided), type of community (urban, subur-

ban, rural), whether either parent had graduated from college,

family structure (whether the youth lived with two parents),

self reported grade point average (GPA), truancy, school

attachment (a single item assessing respondent liking of

school), plans to attend college, whether the respondent was a

current user of cigarettes or blunts, and dichotomous variables

assessing use of cigarettes or cigars by parents, siblings, or

close friends.

Procedure
Schools were recruited by contacting health coordinators and

other school personnel offering school prevalence data in

exchange for participation. To reduce selection bias, participat-

ing schools agreed to administer the CURE in classes that were

required of all students, usually health or physical education

classes. One result was that the sample was skewed toward

grades (namely grades 8 and 9) where such classes are often

required. The CURE was administered by teachers following a

script provided to them.

Data analysis
Analyses consist of rates of use of each brand among cigar

smokers overall and by sex and middle versus high school.

Univariate logistic regression models examined the relation

between user characteristics and use of the most prevalent

brands, controlling for sex and grade, and multivariate logis-

tic regression predicted use of each common brand from all

characteristics which had univariate associations with at least

one of the most frequently used brands. We present both uni-

variate and multivariate analyses because the former are use-

ful in identifying which groups of youth are smoking particu-

lar brands; the univariate analyses can aid in the design of

prevention activities, whereas the multivariate analyses are

often more useful in suggesting possible causation. In order to

adjust for the lack of independence of students nested in

Table 2 Univariate predictors of cigar brand preference

Phillies
OR (95% CI)

Black & Milds
OR (95% CI)

Garcia y Vega
OR (95% CI)

Swisher Sweets
OR (95% CI)

Backwoods
OR (95% CI)

Non-listed
OR (95% CI)

White 1.20 0.43** 0.65 1.44 0.73 1.35
(0.82 to 1.76) (0.26 to 0.71) (0.36 to 1.17) (0.68 to 3.08) (0.39 to 1.36) (0.71 to 2.56)

Two parent family 0.96 0.66 1.14 0.57* 1.37 1.28
(0.67 to 1.36) (0.41 to 1.06) (0.65 to 2.00) (0.35 to 0.93) (0.60 to 3.16) (0.82 to 2.00)

Parents education 1.01 0.61* 0.82 0.89 0.68 1.99**
(0.73 to 1.40) (0.39 to 0.95) (0.53 to 1.27) (0.53 to 1.50) (0.38 to 1.19) (1.34 to 2.97)

GPA 0.90 0.64*** 0.97 0.97 0.96 1.25*
(0.76 to 1.07) (0.51 to 0.80) (0.77 to 1.22) (0.73 to 1.28) (0.68 to 1.34) (1.02 to 1.52)

College planned 1.01 0.46*** 1.42 0.60 0.63 1.43
(0.72 to 1.41) (0.30 to 0.71) (0.83 to 2.41) (0.34 to 1.06) (0.36 to 1.10) (0.90 to 2.27)

Truancy 1.18 1.31 1.38 1.01 0.99 0.82
(0.86 to 1.62) (0.83 to 2.08) (0.89 to 2.14) (0.63 to 1.62) (0.55 to 1.78) (0.56 to 1.21)

School attachment 0.95 0.78 1.12 0.87 0.81 1.18
(0.81 to 1.13) (0.60 to 1.00) (0.87 to 1.43) (0.66 to 1.15) (0.57 to 1.16) (0.95 to 1.46)

Community type (Wald χ2) 15.36** 24.49*** 14.07** 25.70*** 8.01 16.45**
Suburban 1.08 0.32*** 1.17 0.80 0.96 1.75**

(0.76 to 1.53) (0.19 to 0.56) (0.72 to 1.88) (0.43 to 1.49) (0.44 to 2.10) (1.18 to 2.61)
Rural 1.50* 0.36** 0.70 2.16* 1.31 0.69

(1.02 to 2.20) (0.18 to 0.74) (0.35 to 1.42) (1.14 to 4.09) (0.62 to 2.77) (0.40 to 1.21)

Current cigarette use 1.13 2.58*** 1.31 1.41 1.06 0.53**
(0.80 to 1.59) (1.62 to 4.11) (0.84 to 2.02) (0.83 to 2.37) (0.57 to 1.94) (0.35 to 0.79)

Current blunt use 1.20 2.07** 1.12 1.21 2.09** 0.64*
(0.87-1.65) (1.32-3.25) (0.70-1.80) (0.74-1.99) (1.20-3.64) (0.44-0.93)

Parent uses cigars 0.55** 0.40* 0.76 1.04 0.94 2.95***
(0.36 to 0.84) (0.20 to 0.81) (0.43 to 1.35) (0.56 to 1.94) (0.44 to 2.00) (2.01 to 4.33)

Sibling uses cigars 1.88** 0.75 1.29 1.32 1.26 0.74
(1.19 to 2.96) (0.39 to 1.47) (0.72 to 2.32) (0.67 to 2.56) (0.58 to 2.74) (0.38 to 1.41)

Friend uses cigars 2.14*** 2.86** 1.13 1.30 0.95 0.68
(1.49 to 3.07) (1.56 to 5.25) (0.66 to 1.92) (0.70 to 2.41) (0.48 to 1.89) (0.44 to 1.03)

Parent uses cigarettes 1.05 1.56 1.31 1.14 0.92 0.81
(0.75 to 1.47) (0.99 to 2.47) (0.88 to 1.96) (0.69 to 1.89) (0.51 to 1.66) (0.54 to 1.22)

Sibling uses cigarettes 1.26 1.41 1.09 1.03 0.50 0.49**
(0.88 to 1.80) (0.91 to 2.19) (0.66 to 1.79) (0.57 to 1.89) (0.20 to 1.25) (0.29 to 0.83)

Friend uses cigarettes 1.70* 8.18*** 0.81 0.96 1.02 0.59*
(1.12 to 2.58) (2.54 to 26.31) (0.46 to 1.46) (0.48 to 1.89) (0.49 to 2.14) (0.37 to 0.95)

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
All odds ratios (ORs) controlled for grade and sex. Significance test for community type is omnibus Wald χ2 with 2 df.
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classrooms, all confidence intervals and significance tests are

based on the Huber-White robust variance estimator.20–22

RESULTS
Rates of brand preference
Table 1 reports the brands named by at least 5% of cigar smok-

ing respondents. Male cigar smokers were significantly more

likely than females to use five brands: Backwoods, Dutch

Masters, Garcia y Vega, Phillies, and Swisher Sweets. Females

were more likely to prefer Black & Mild and non-listed brands.

Middle school cigar users were more likely than high school

users to smoke Black & Mild, while high school smokers were

more likely to use Garcia y Vega, Prince Albert, Swisher

Sweets, and non-listed brands.

Characteristics of youths preferring specific brands
The brands preferred by at least 5% of cigar smokers were

entered as the dependent variables in a series of univariate

analyses assessing the relation between brand use and

characteristics of users, controlling for sex and grade (table 2).

For analyses involving type of community, a Wald χ2 with two

degrees of freedom was used to assess the overall significance

of the two dummy variables for suburban and rural

communities before the significance of the specific coefficients

was examined.

In the univariate analyses, Phillies were more likely to be
preferred by rural cigar smokers and by those whose siblings
or friends smoked cigars or cigarettes and less likely to be used
by those whose parents smoked cigars. Black & Milds were
preferred by minority cigar smokers, those from urban
communities, current cigarette and blunt users, and those
whose friends smoked cigars or cigarettes. Black & Milds were
less likely to be used by cigar smokers with higher GPAs, those
with plans to attend college, and those whose parents smoke
cigars or who have graduated from college. Swisher Sweets
were more likely to be smoked by cigar using youth from rural
communities and less likely to be smoked by youth from two
parent families. Backwoods were preferred by current blunt
users. Non-listed cigar brands were preferred by cigar smoking
youth from suburban communities, those with higher GPAs,
and those with parents who were college graduates or who
were themselves cigar smokers; these brands were used less by
young cigar smokers who were also current cigarette or blunt
smokers or whose friends or siblings smoked cigarettes. Three
variables—truancy, school attachment, and parent’s use of
cigarettes—were not related to any brand preferences.

These univariate analyses were followed by a set of
multivariate analyses with preference for each of the six most
used brands as the dependent variable and all variables exhib-
iting a significant univariate association with at least one of
these brands as the independent variables (table 3). Results of

Table 3 Multivariate predictors of cigar brand preference

Phillies
OR (95% CI)

Black & Milds
OR (95% CI)

Garcia y Vega
OR (95% CI)

Swisher Sweets
OR (95% CI)

Backwoods
OR (95% CI)

Non-listed
OR (95% CI)

Sex (female) 0.55** 1.26 0.56 0.32** 0.39 1.83*
(0.36 to 0.83) (0.73 to 2.20) (0.29 to 1.06) (0.14 to 0.71) (0.14 to 1.09) (1.11 to 3.03)

Grade 0.99 0.92 1.23* 1.23* 0.88 1.06
(0.88 to 1.11) (0.78 to 1.09) (1.04 to 1.46) (1.02 to 1.49) (0.71 to 1.09) (0.93 to 1.21)

White 1.33 0.96 0.64 1.20 0.89 1.08
(0.83 to 2.12) (0.48 to 1.92) (0.35 to 1.19) (0.53 to 2.71) (0.40 to 1.98) (0.54 to 2.14)

Two parent family 1.06 1.07 1.43 0.51* 1.40 1.02
(0.71 to 1.57) (0.61 to 1.85) (0.76 to 2.72) (0.29 to 0.91) (0.54 to 3.62) (0.60 to 1.72)

Parents education 1.05 0.77 0.79 0.91 0.71 1.82**
(0.73 to 1.49) (0.46 to 1.29) (0.48 to 1.31) (0.52 to 1.61) (0.39 to 1.28) (1.16 to 2.83)

GPA 0.95 0.76 0.92 1.25 1.18 0.96
(0.78 to 1.15) (0.55 to 1.03) (0.70 to 1.20) (0.91 to 1.73) (0.80 to 1.73) (0.74 to 1.25)

College plans 1.19 0.67 1.64 0.72 0.55 0.88
(0.79 to 1.79) (0.39 to 1.16) (0.83 to 3.24) (0.39 to 1.33) (0.29 to 1.06) (0.51 to 1.51)

Community type (Wald χ2) 4.33 11.84** 1.22 4.39 0.95 9.65**
Suburban 1.25 0.33** 1.19 0.77 0.96 1.42

(0.86 to 1.82) (0.17 to 0.64) (0.70 to 2.01) (0.42 to 1.42) (0.41 to 2.21) (0.92 to 2.18)
Rural 1.60* 0.40* 0.79 1.67 1.41 0.51

(1.03 to 2.49) (0.18 to 0.88) (0.37 to 1.68) (0.83 to 3.36) (0.63 to 3.13) (0.25 to 1.01)

Current cigarette use 0.91 1.34 1.38 1.47 0.90 0.59
(0.61 to 1.36) (0.75 to 2.38) (0.82 to 2.32) (0.84 to 2.58) (0.42 to 1.94) (0.35 to 1.00)

Current blunt use 1.21 1.29 1.02 0.99 2.46 0.78
(0.85 to 1.72) (0.76 to 2.18) (0.58 to 1.78) (0.57 to 1.74) (1.26 to 4.80) (0.48 to 1.26)

Parent uses cigars 0.49** 0.25** 0.82 1.06 1.05 3.08***
(0.32 to 0.75) (0.09 to 0.70) (0.44 to 1.49) (0.54 to 2.08) (0.47 to 2.37) (2.00 to 4.72)

Sibling uses cigars 1.69* 0.86 1.17 1.14 2.13 0.99
(1.01 to 2.85) (0.41 to 1.77) (0.62 to 2.18) (0.47 to 2.76) (0.77 to 5.87) (0.49 to 1.98)

Friend uses cigars 1.87** 1.87 1.23 1.57 0.77 0.75
(1.24 to 2.82) (0.92 to 3.82) (0.69 to 2.20) (0.78 to 3.16) (0.35 to 1.70) (0.45 to 1.25)

Sibling uses cigarettes 1.03 1.25 0.95 1.16 0.29* 0.49*
(0.67 to 1.59) (0.72 to 2.17) (0.52 to 1.74) (0.55 to 2.48) (0.08 to 0.99) (0.27 to 0.91)

Friends uses cigarettes 1.35 4.07 0.66 0.54 0.82 1.03
(0.79 to 2.30) (0.92 to 18.12) (0.31 to 1.40) (0.25 to 1.19) (0.32 to 2.10) (0.57 to 1.85)

Wald χ2 46.71*** 47.28*** 30.68* 25.79 41.95*** 70.06***

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001.
For community type, the reference group is urban; the Wald χ2 is an omnibus test of whether either suburban or rural communities differ from the urban.
The final χ2 is a test of overall model fit.
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the multivariate analyses broadly paralleled the univariate

analyses with all but two significant univariate effects in the

same direction in the multivariate analyses, though in some

instances the effects were no longer significant. Most notably,

Black & Milds were no longer significantly associated with

minority status, GPA, parent’s education, current cigarette or

blunt use, the absence of college plans or friends’ use of cigars

and cigarettes. Use of non-listed brands was no longer signifi-

cantly associated with attending a suburban school, GPA, cur-

rent cigarette or blunt use, or friends’ cigarette smoking.

DISCUSSION
These results indicate that certain brands are more likely to be

used by adolescent cigar smokers. By far the most popular was

Phillies, perhaps not coincidentally, the brand most likely to be

used for blunting—hollowing out cigars and filling them with

marijuana. In the CURE sample, 20.0% of respondents

reported lifetime use of cigars for making blunts and 59.4% of

those used Phillies for this purpose, though current blunt use

was not related to a preference for Phillies when smoking

cigars as cigars. As the CURE distinguished clearly between

smoking of cigars for making blunts and as cigars, these

results suggest that the popularity of Phillies is not due simply

to their use as blunts containing marijuana.

Two other brands were preferred by over 10% of the current

sample of youthful cigar smokers: Black & Mild and Garcia y

Vega, while Swisher Sweets was the brand used by 9.6% of the

sample. Interpretation of these rates is complicated by the

multiplicity of products being marketed under a single brand

name. Phillies, Garcia y Vega, and Swisher Sweets, in particu-

lar, cover the gamut of types of cigars under a single brand

name, with at least 20 different types of cigars sold under the

Phillies label. Unfortunately, the current study did not exam-

ine the particular products in use by youth. Future efforts

should examine whether youth preference for these brands is

primarily due to a few of the products bearing these brand

labels or is largely due to the number of products available

under a single brand name. Further research is needed to

examine possible brand loyalty generalising across particular

products.

One possible explanation for these youth preferences for

cigar brands is that they simply reflect rates of use in the

population in general. Data are available on market share of

cigar brands in 1996.1 There are eight brands included both in

the current study and the market share data (Backwoods—

market share 3.2%, Dutch Masters—4.5%, Garcia y Vega—

4.5%, King Edward—3.4%, Phillies—15.0%, Robert Burns—

2.8%, Swisher Sweets—9.4%, and White Owl—6.0%). While

market share and brand preference are separate constructs

and the years of data collection differ, the confidence intervals

in the current study for those eight brands provide a rough

gauge to examine whether preference rates match market

share. For five of the eight brands, the reported market share

lies outside the 95% confidence interval obtained in the

current study. For three of these brands (Backwoods, Garcia y

Vega, and Phillies), the preference rate is greater than the

market share, whereas for two brands (Robert Burns and

White Owl), the preference rate is less than the market share.

The greatest discrepancies are for Phillies and Garcia y Vega,

where the preference rates are more than twice the market

share. Thus, it seems plausible to conclude that, for these

products at least, youth preference is not simply a reflection of

market share.

The examination of the characteristics of users of the

different brands indicated that particular brands are attractive

to users with specific characteristics. Most notable are the

higher preference rates for Black & Mild by females, middle

school students, minority youth attending urban schools,

those youth with lower GPAs, and those without plans to

attend college. The fact that many of these associations did not

hold up in the multivariate model does not detract from their
importance. It only suggests that many of these characteristics
are associated with each other and with attending school in an
urban community, which was strongly associated with use of
Black & Milds even in the multivariate model. Interestingly,
Black & Milds are not even listed in the 1996 market share
data,1 suggesting that their popularity among youth is much
greater than that in the population at large. The possibility

arises that Black & Mild cigars are being deliberately

marketed toward urban minority youth. In a focus group with

urban minority youth, conducted while developing the CURE,

participants mentioned that Black & Mild was the brand they

saw the most. Another factor that may contribute to the

popularity among this group of young people is that Black &
Milds are sold individually, at a price well below $1, making

them attractive to those with little money. In any case, the

marketing practices of the manufacturer of Black & Mild and

of the other brands popular among youth, especially Phillies

and Garcia y Vega, deserve serious scrutiny by public health

advocates to determine whether these companies are engag-

ing in deliberate marketing or other promotional activities to

segments of the illegal youth market for cigars. Since most

cigar promotional activity does not involve traditional

advertising,1 but other types of activity such as product

placement in music videos and promotion in lifestyle

magazines, 16 18 19 23 the possibility that promotional activities

for these products are aimed at youth will be difficult to

examine. Even if the preferences exhibited here are not the

result of deliberate cigar company marketing activities, an

understanding of the factors that lead young people to prefer

one brand of cigar over another could be important in

developing effective prevention messages to reduce teen cigar

use.

Non-listed cigar brands were preferred by females, subur-

ban and high school students, those with higher GPAs and

college educated parents, those who are not current cigarette

or blunt users, and youth with a cigar smoking parent. This

pattern suggests that these types of cigars may be appealing to

those who are less likely to smoke cigarettes and may consti-

tute an alternative pathway to tobacco exposure and potential

nicotine dependence for some youths.

The positive association between parental cigar use and

non-listed brands suggests a possible parental modelling role

for these cigars and also suggests that the non-listed brands

may largely consist of premium cigars24 that are not included

in our brand list. This is in contrast to preference for Phillies

and Black & Mild, which were negatively related to parental

cigar use, even in the multivariate models. The reason for this

negative association is unclear, though the positive relation

between use of these brands and friends and/or sibling cigar

use suggests that different social influences are at play here;

use of these brands may be more associated with rebellion

against parents and a gravitation toward peer influence. These

What this paper adds

In recent years, American youth have been smoking cigars
in surprising numbers. Lifetime prevalence rates of over
40% for high school students have been reported; yet vir-
tually nothing is known about this use, beyond basic rates.
This paper reports the brands preferred by cigar smoking
youth, based on results of a school based survey. It dem-
onstrates that the most popular brand is Phillies, followed
by Black & Mild, and Garcia y Vega. Brand preferences
vary by characteristics of cigar smokers. These results pro-
vide a guide for tobacco control efforts and also suggest
that the marketing strategies of those brands most
preferred by youth should be examined to determine
whether companies are targetting youth.

Youth preferences for cigar brands 159

www.tobaccocontrol.com

http://tc.bmj.com


issues need to be clarified if effective strategies for preventing

cigar use among youth are to be developed.

Like all studies, this one has limitations that should be kept

in mind. First, as the participating schools were not chosen

randomly, the sample is a convenience sample of youth in one

state—Massachusetts. Thus caution should be taken when

interpreting results. The findings may not apply to youth in

other states, or even to all students in Massachusetts. Thus,

replications with population based representative samples in

different parts of the country are essential to improve our

understanding of youth cigar use. Second, while the study

examined brand preference, most of these brands include a

number of distinct products, and the study did not obtain

information on which particular products were preferred.

Nonetheless, the results of the present study indicate that

there are systematic relations between youth characteristics

and cigar brand preferences. It is essential that the nature of

this relation be clarified if effective anti-cigar smoking

strategies are to be developed by tobacco control advocates. It

is also important that trends in cigar use behaviours among

youth be carefully monitored in order to identify changing

patterns of use that may require modification of tobacco con-

trol strategies.
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